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BE COMMUNITY FRIENDLY! CHILDREN’S DAY USA 

O-1-1 
The comment characterizes the project site as “Willow Springs” and provides personal observations 
of its natural and aesthetic qualities. In particular, the site is characterized as providing a refuge from 
the urban environment given its size, topography, vegetation, and other qualities. The comment does 
not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
O-1-2 
The comment offers an opinion that the site should not be graded and the varied elevations of the site 
should be preserved. Potential impacts of the Proposed Project to views from the site are addressed in 
Section 4.10, Aesthetics of the Draft EIR. Opinions expressed regarding preservation of the site will 
be made available for consideration by the decision-makers. The comment does not contain any 
substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 
 
O-1-3 
The comment requests that the “natural remnants of the spring-creek” be restored. The existing 
conditions on site are the result of significant ground disturbance and earth movement over many 
decades. The landforms created by these highly disturbed conditions are not unlike the historic 
landform conditions; however, there is no evidence of “natural remnants of the spring-creek” on-site. 
 
Opinions expressed regarding the preservation of the site will be made available for consideration by 
the decision-makers.  
 
As detailed in the Draft EIR Section 4.3, pages 4.3-1 through 4.3-7, imported soils placed on site 
sometime between about 1963 and 1990 filled the existing natural drainage course. A reservoir was 
constructed in 1909 in the bottom of the drainage course that crossed the central portion of the site. 
The bottom and walls of the excavated basin were lined with concrete to minimize uncontrolled 
outflow. The reservoir remained in service for about 20 years and was abandoned for use by the City 
Water Department around 1928. The reservoir structure was ultimately converted to a detention basin 
that is currently part of the regional storm water facilities. Wetlands on the project site are associated 
with the concrete-lined drainage channel and retention basin, not natural remnants of the spring-creek. 
As stated in the Draft EIR, the on-site wetlands were created as the result of an ill-maintained County 
of Los Angeles detention structure that allowed water to pond rather to drain as intended. 
 
O-1-4 
A number of possible alternative uses of the project site are offered by the commentor. Please refer to 
Response to Comment O-1-2. Alternatives to the Proposed Project are addressed in Chapter 5.0 of the 
Draft EIR. This opinion will be made available for consideration by the decision-makers as part of 
their determination regarding the Proposed Project. 
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O-1-5 
The comment offers an opinion that the site should not be graded and the varied elevations of the site 
should be preserved. Potential impacts by the Proposed Project to views from the site are addressed in 
Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR, Aesthetics. The comment also suggests that the Sports Park be located 
in another area of the City. Alternatives to the Proposed Project are addressed in Chapter 5.0 of the 
Draft EIR. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft 
EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
O-1-6 
This comment letter opposes the sale of alcohol at the proposed Sports Park. This comment pertains 
to the discretionary actions associated with the Proposed Project, including a request for a Conditional 
Use Permit (CUP) for the sale of alcohol to be consumed on site.  
 
The commentor does not identify a specific topic in the Draft EIR relative to the concern about 
alcohol sales. This opinion will be made available for consideration by the decision-makers as part of 
their determination regarding the Proposed Project. The comment does not contain any substantive 
statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 
 
O-1-7 
The comment expresses an opinion that the need for nature experiences is greater than the need for 
sports facilities. This comment also suggests that the proposed Sports Park be developed on the north 
or west sides of the City. Alternative locations for the Sports Park were evaluated in Chapter 5.0 of 
the Draft EIR. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft 
EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
O-1-8 
The comment expresses an opinion about the availability and value of nature experiences in the City. 
This comment will be made available for consideration by the decision-makers. The comment does 
not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary. 




